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Reply to Office Action of December 13, 2007 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application in light of the following discussion is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 1, 3-7, and 1 1 are presently active. 

In the outstanding Office Action, Claims 1-18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Cocotis et al (U.S. Pat. Appl. Publ. No. 20030078965) in view of 
Miller et al (U.S. Pat. Appl. Publ. No. 20020023959). 



Regarding the 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection. Claim 1 as previously presented defined: 

A printing management system comprising a printing management server 
which is connectable to a user terminal via a network and a printing apparatus 
which is connectable to a document server via a network, 

wherein the printing management sever includes: 

a receiving unit, which receives a printing request of an electronic file, via 
said network; 

an identification pattem generating unit, which generates identification 
patterns, including information concerning a storing place of the electronic 
file and information concerning a printing condition of the electronic file ^ 
based on the received printing request of the electronic file; and 

a sending unit, which sends back said identification pattem to the user 
terminal, via said network, and 

the printing apparatus includes: 

a reading unit, which reads identification pattem output by a user 
terminal; 

an electronic file obtaining unit, which obtains an electronic file firom said 
electronic file management server, via said network, based on the read 
identification pattem and extracts information conceming the printing 
condition of the electronic file from said identification pattem; and 

a printing unit, which prints the obtained electronic file based on the 
extracted information conceming the printing condition. [Emphasis Added] 

Accordingly, as defined in Claim 1, an identification pattem contains a printing 
condition and information of a storing place of an electronic file. 

The Office Action acknowledges on page 8, lines 20-23, that Cocotis does not 
disclose an identification pattem generating unit, which generates identification patterns, 
including information conceming a printing condition of an electronic file. The Office 
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Action thereafter relies on Miller for an asserted teaching of this feature and in general cites 
numbered paragraphs [0044], [0045] and [0055] of Miller . 

Miller describes in those paragraphs that, for example, a product, document, 
identification tag, a part or piece of equipment, coupon, license, form, manual and book, etc. 
are represented as a bar code. Further, for example, the URL of an appropriate network site, 
an item description, and electronic commerce opportunity, advertisement, and a product 
review, etc can correspond or be associated with a bar code (assumed for the sake of 
argument to be what the examiner associates with an identification pattern). 

However, Miller describes nothing about an identification pattem including a printing 

condition in an electronic file. Since the Office Action references on page 9 specifically 

numbered paragraphs [0044] and [0045] of Miller for a teaching of "information conceming 

a printing condition of the electronic file," those sections are reproduced below for the sake 

of convenience. Emphasis has been added around those sections associated with Miller 's 

description of a barcode. 

[0044] It should also be understood that the techniques of the present 
invention might be implemented using a variety of technologies. For example, 
the methods described herein may be implemented in software running on a 
computer system, or implemented in hardware utilizing either a combination 
of microprocessors or other specially designed application specific integrated 
circuits, programmable logic devices, or various combinations thereof. In 
particular, methods described herein may be implemented by a series of 
computer-executable instructions residing on a storage medium such as a 
carrier wave, disk drive, or computer-readable medium. Exemplary forms of 
carrier waves may be electrical, electromagnetic or optical signals conveying 
digital data streams along a local network or a publicly accessible network 
such as the Intemet. In addition, although specific embodiments of the 
invention may employ object-oriented software programming concepts, the 
invention is not so limited and is easily adapted to employ other forms of 
directing the operation of a computer. 

[0045] In one embodiment of the invention a system and method are provided 
for receiving a representation of a bar code scanned by a user (e.g., a digital 
translation or equivalent). Upon receipt of the bar code or bar code 
representation, the system retrieves one or more pieces of information 
concerning a product, a document, or other item (e.g., an identification tag, a 
part or piece of equipment, a coupon, a license, a form, a manual or book, etc.) 
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that corresponds to or is associated with the bar code. For example, when a 
bar code appearing on a consumer product is scanned and received at the 
system, a description of that product or other information such as a hyperlink 
to an electronic location containing additional details concerning the product 
may be returned. In particular, an electronic commerce opportunity might be 
offered. 

Thus, while Miller discloses the capability to identify a document by the barcode on 
the document and the capability to retum additional details about the product identified by the 
barcode, there is no disclosure here of an identification pattem including a printing condition. 

Any deficiencies in Miller are not overcome by Cocotis, the Office Action on page 5 

asserts that Cocotis discloses information identifying a storage place for an electronic file, 

and quotes numbered paragraph [0300] of Cocotis which states: 

A Print Request CGI script 331 takes source data (e.g., a document 
file, graphical image file, or URL[)] firom a Message Center as an input and 
creates a print job request to be processed by the Print Service. 

Accordingly, Cocotis describes a technique where a user device sends a print job request to a 

Message Center. The Message Center searches for source data based on the Job Request and 

sends for example the URL of the source data to the Print Service, and the Print Service 

controls the output device to print the data based on the URL. Accordingly, it is necessary 

that a setting for the output device be done in advance in the message center that searches for 

source data. 

Thus, while Cocotis may describe information identifying a storage place for an 
electronic document, Cocotis fails to disclose or suggest an identification pattem which 
includes information of a storing place of an electronic file or an identification pattem which 
includes a printing condition, the latter being acknowledged in the last Office Action as 
discussed above. 
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Regarding the non-obviousness rejection. Applicants respectfully submit that, since 
Miller and Cocotis do not disclose anything about an identification pattern including a 
printing condition, those skilled in the art would be unable to conceive (even view of Miller 
and Cocotis ) a technique where the printing apparatus prints an electronic file stored in a 
storing place indicated by an identification pattem in accordance with a printing condition 
indicated by, as well, the identification pattem, as defined in Claim 1. 

Indeed, M.P.E.P. § 2141 II indicates that, in short, the focus when making a 
determination of obviousness should be on what a person of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
would have known at the time of the invention, and on what such a person would have 
reasonably expected to have been able to do in view of that knowledge. [Emphasis added.] 

Applicants submit that, in view of the facts now brought to the examiner's attention, a 
person of ordinary skill in the pertinent art would not have been reasonably expected (given 
the absence in Miller and Cocotis of an identification pattem in connection with a printing 
condition) to conceive of a technique where the printing apparatus prints an electronic file 
stored in a storing place indicated by an identification pattem including a printing condition. 

Moreover, with the printing management system of Claim 1, a user terminal can send 
a print request to a print management server; the print management server can generate a 
display identifier based on the print request and send it back to the user terminal; the user 
terminal can display the display identifier; and the printing apparatus can read the display 
identifier and perform printing based on the read display identifier. 

Accordingly, even if the printing apparatus and the print management server are not 
directly connected, and a setting for the printing apparatus is not made on the print 
management server, the printing apparatus can print electronic files. 

The cited references (even combined) do not disclose such a fimction or capability. 
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M.P.E.P. § 2141 V indicates that one type of rebuttal evidence against a finding of 

obviousness by the examiner is a showing that the elements in combination do not merely 

perform the function that each element performs separately. As noted above, the elements in 

Claim 1 permit functions beyond that which is possible or suggested in Cocotis et al and 

Miller et al . In other words, the elements in combination (i.e., in the claimed invention) do 

not merely perform the function that each element in Cocotis et al and Miller et al performs 

separately. 

Thus, for at least these reasons. Claims 1 and 1 1 (and the claims dependent therefrom) 
are believed to patentably define over Cocotis et al and Miller et al .^ 

Conclusion, in light of the above discussions, the outstanding grounds for rejection 
are believed to have been overcome. The application is believed to be in condition for formal 
allowance. An early and favorable action to that effect is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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^ Independent Claim 11 includes similar features as in Claim 1. 
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